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This paper explores the boundaries and borders
 between the functions of ‘membership’ and ‘training’ in an Australian institute of psychotherapy.  It investigates inter-related concerns to do with the professional identity of the institute, its structure and function and its own history.  Some hypotheses about its social defences are raised.  The reflections arise from the author’s experience of internship and subsequent membership of the institute.

I.
Introduction

At the outset I should say that material I present in this paper comes from the stance of being in the experience and at the same time attempting to make sense of it. I am not an outsider dispassionately removed from the field of enquiry.  I am therefore not making claims of ‘objectivity’ in the sense commonly aspired to by science, but rather in the existential sense of the participant-observer or phenomenological researcher who tries to make sense of first-hand (subjective) experience.  I cannot disclaim whatever biases I might have in relation to the content of this study.  And there may be errors of fact, at least of perceived fact, in what follows.  But I present this material in the full expectation that there are other stories, other perceptions and other ways of making sense of the experience of the institute.  All these are the stuff and data upon which the institute, as negotiated space and shared experience, arise – and that is the discussion I would like to stimulate.  

But I do wish to make the following disclaimers.  Firstly, I do not wish to single out this organisation from others, because the literature reveals that troubles in psychoanalytic institutes are not just stand-alone cases.  Secondly, I wish to focus my critique upon organisational history, dynamics and structures and not on the institute as it may refer to its individual members.  Thirdly, I do not wish to give any credence to critiques which myopically resort to analyses of personality or character.  I concede that any organisation has its so-called ‘problem-characters’, but in most cases, in my view, ‘problem characters’ arise as symptoms of systemic failure and dysfunction.  Fourthly, and what follows from the above, I wish to accord respect and appropriate anonymity to professional colleagues who act and serve in good faith as members and office-bearers and themselves become abused by problematic and dysfunctional organisational processes. It is my intention that this paper may be helpful to us all as we struggle with and try to address destructive and problematic processes in our professional organisations. 
For these reasons, I had not wanted to name publicly the institute about which I write, but I found that I could not credibly describe it and offer this critique without naming it or identifying a founding member as an historical source.  I was also persuaded by the value of open, honest discussion and debate within the institute, indeed all our institutes, about how they function and organise themselves if they are to become the sort of institutes we want to belong to. I have, therefore, provided a copy of this paper in advance of this conference to the institute and to the member I sourced.  And so, I have had the benefit of some discussion with colleagues, resulting in some modification to the following text.  While some differences remain, I welcome the freedom to speak and the encouragement I have had from the institute to do so.

*****

The history of psychoanalytic (and related) bodies is long littered with fractures and schisms, from the early splits between Freud and his colleagues (Jung, Adler, Fliess, etc) to the controversial discussions, to the emergence of self-psychology, to the ongoing skirmishes and crises as documented by Eisold (1994), Kernberg (1986,1996), Kirsner (2000).  In short, we have a history of engagement which, in another domain, would be referred to as ‘collateral damage’.  A quick examination reveals that the fault line in these matters develops in and around succession, orthodoxy of theory and practice, about criteria for inclusion and exclusion. In short, as I will elaborate, the battleground is training for membership.

In this paper I offer reflections from my experience formed from being a student of a psychotherapy institute, from becoming and being a member, and from involvement in a working party to review its constitution and structure. So far I have survived this experience.  I say that because there has been ‘collateral damage’ and colleagues I know and respect have been severely affected.  I am also conscious of a large debt I owe to my fellow students and other colleagues who have struggled to align the enormously high regard we have for individual members of the institute with its institutional failures. This presentation owes much to those friendships and those struggles and is a contribution I hope to make out of respect for my peers, offering what I can in a way that I can and not for the sake of clutching at the residues of difficult times

II.
The Data from experience

History of the founding of the institute

The institute had its beginnings in Sydney as the ‘Psychotherapy Study Group’ formed by David Lonie in 1974 to meet a need for supporting analytically oriented psychotherapy.  In an open letter to the Institute (Lonie,1999a), David wrote that 

‘..there was a rigidity about the institutional psychoanalytic approach which was inimical to me’ 

and he opted, ‘like Bowlby’, to remain extra-mural (to psychoanalysis). 

The early Institute then was a gathering of like-minded practitioners who, with David, were seeking to establish their own peer group around developing themselves as psychoanalytic psychotherapists. Their aim was ultimately to establish an institute for psychotherapy.  David was able to tell me (Lonie, 1999b) that he set up a formal, unwritten, arrangement with the Sydney Institute for Psychoanalysis for the provision of teachers, supervisors and therapists for the early psychotherapy trainees. A senior psychoanalyst joined the Steering Committee of the fledgling training group as an official representative of the Sydney Institute. Some early members of the institute ‘went on’ to an analytic training, but it was some time before any analysts joined it as members. 

In July, 1978, the NSW Institute of Psychotherapy was formally constituted. This landmark distinguished the point in history when this largely self-trained peer group itself took on the task of training others. From this point, in keeping with its original vision, the institute began offering a training in psychotherapy, and this endeavour has remained a pre-dominant occupation.

Organisational structure of the Institute

The institute, as it was constituted in 1978, comprises an executive committee and a number of sub-committees. The executive is chaired by an elected president who has had (until 2003) a six year role: 2 years as president-elect, two years in the chair and two years as past-president.  The executive committee is comprised by the presidents and by the elected chairs of the sub-committees. The principal sub-committees are: Membership Advisory Board, Adult and Child Training Advisory Boards (ATAB and CTAB), Continuing Education Advisory Board, Ethics, Premises.  There is a part-time, paid administrative person. The advisory boards are so named since they ‘advise’ rather than determine certain matters and there is some doubt about the actual authority they may exercise within the structure. There are further sub-committees reporting to the main ones. Recently a working party to review the constitution (which has remained essentially unchanged since 1978) was established. Teaching of trainees is carried out pro bono by members and some invited presenters. The institute is represented on PPAA and PACFA. 

More recent history of the Institute
In the intervening years, the institute has become a member organisation of the PPAA and, in 2001 changed its name to ‘NSW Institute of Psychoanalytic Psychotherapy’ at the same time as negotiating membership of PACFA.  It has also updated its code of ethics and developed a response to the requirements of Privacy legislation.  In 2001 also, it purchased its own property in Glebe after enduring a number of rented situations in hospitals and private leasing.  It became listed in the telephone directory. It has also conducted a number of training programs with graduates mostly becoming new members.  It began to offer public seminars on the practice of psychotherapy.  Attempts a few years ago to link the institute with a university were, at that time, not pursued.

The intervening years also reveal another side to life in the institute. Here I rely upon direct observation and upon an oral tradition of reflections and comments I have gleaned from members at various times and in various group settings.  

Tensions developed between emergent factions which, rather than contribute to diversity and creativity, threatened homogeneity and were felt as polarities within the membership.  At first, it was medical versus non-medical members (over fees), later (as analysts joined) it was felt to be between psychoanalysts and non-psychoanalysts (over orthodoxy); then it was fully trained versus non-fully trained members (over qualifications). Note that none of these polarities explicitly frames ‘psychotherapy’ as a category, but more of that later. Throughout these tensions lurked a gender polarity which is now manifest in a 76% female membership.  (Of 12 current trainees, 10 are women). These polarities operate still as undercurrents.

Then there have been overt conflicts in which individuals have been singled out in ways resulting in some form of sanction or resignation.  My observation about these events has been that they have erupted almost exclusively in matters to do with training, that is, they have involved members involved in training in some capacity or a student.  These events have taken a considerable toll on the morale of the institute to the extent that in 1998, the then president and executive began a review process. Consultants from interstate were engaged and a couple of members’ meetings (some with the consultants, some later as follow-up) were called, but the institute, I think, shied away from an ongoing formal review. Following another crisis involving training, a further members’ meeting was held with the same consultants in 2004.  Since then, the constitution review process was instigated and the energy of the organisational review process, still incomplete, has, I think, for the time being, been invested in this work.

In 2003, another sort of crisis emerged: members became reluctant to serve on committees or to chair them.  The positions of president-elect and chair of the membership and training boards remained unfilled for a year, continuing to operate with rotating chairs. I note the comments in the report from the Chair of the ATAB at the AGM how members of that Board are liable to suffer ‘burn-out’:

‘As probably with most similar institutes, the dissatisfactions of members (and trainees) over numerous, current and past, often unrelated issues, are sometimes directed, openly or otherwise, at the ATAB.’ (ATAB Report, AGM, 2003).

The chair canvassed the observation that this might be due to the nature of its educative work.  That is more than certainly true, and, as I will argue below, I suspect that the problem is compounded by at best an ambiguous authority for the task and it being embedded in other socio-dynamics of the Institute.  In 2004, two members agreed to share the presidency on a year-about basis and another agreed to oversee training. (All three were women.) In 2004, a motion was passed at the AGM requiring members to serve in some capacity at some time.  The 2005 AGM closed with a belated observation that there was (again) no president-elect.

The experience of the Training

I now refer to aspects of the experience of my cohort of trainees. I note that I trained between 1990 and 1994 and that subsequent changes for the better will have altered what students now encounter. So the following summary may variably resonate with the experience over time of other students of the institute.

· Some prospective trainees were interviewed as though they were applicants for membership or even as patients/clients.

· At times, psychoanalytic trainees occupied positions on the Training Boards or had other responsibilities in regard to training (other than teaching) or the selection of trainees.

· The responsibilities of a training body (providing support/ clear educational criteria/ feedback about progress/perhaps help with finding suitable cases, etc) were managed with an ‘analytic’ mentality whereby student behaviour became subject to ‘interpretation’ and students became embroiled in ‘second guessing’ the training requirements and demands as though in a projective game.

· While being trained as psychotherapists, trainees mostly sought therapy and supervision from psychoanalysts, some of whom were not members of the institute of psychotherapy.

· Membership, not graduation, was the implicit goal of training.  (A graduation ceremony was instituted for our group to distinguish the completion of training from an application for membership).

· Newly graduated trainees who apply for membership were/are treated, according to procedure, as though they are unknown to the institute.  

· New members were (are) usually quickly recruited onto committees. Unresolved and confused matters to do with admission and training are available to be easily and unwittingly re-created and organizationally acted out by this policy as well as contributing to a loss of history and organizational memory.  (Perhaps this custom can also be seen as offering some reparation for the training experience.)

Other data

As part of the work of reviewing the constitution, a simple questionnaire was sent to members asking four questions about the purpose of the institute and what members wanted from membership. What came across clearly from responses (about 27% of membership) was the desire for a professional association which offered stimulation to its members in the form of ongoing learning, discussion, etc and for an open, democratic organisational process.    

III.
Reflections on the history, identity and structure of the institute

There are a number of things to note about the founding history of the institute, but let me begin by observing that what began in 1974 as a largely self-directed learning group took a radical turn in 1978 when it constituted itself and adopted the task of training others. There is a big difference in moving from self-directed training (learning) into training others (teaching). 

There is a saying that if the only tool you have is a hammer, then a lot of things start looking like nails. What I draw attention to here is something widely known in industry, that training and experience (whether that be as a tradesman or in this case as a psychotherapist) does not ipso facto equip one as a manager whether that be of membership/ college matters or of training/educational matters. 

Psychotherapists may be skilled at intrapsychic processes (and all that that means, principally a focus on the internal world) and managing the patient-therapist relationship. In addition, they are by and large sole practitioners (whether in private practice or clinic).  These are not the same skills that are needed organisationally to form an institute, to manage group and organisational processes or to establish, manage and conduct education.

Put simply, the learning done by the fledgling institute did not of itself equip it for the task it wanted to undertake (at least in the way it undertook it) as the data from the experience of training demonstrates.

Another aspect of the early history is this. It is possible to observe that, from the stance informing the study group, there was some awareness of a difference between an (institutionalised) psychoanalytic praxis and psychoanalytically informed psychotherapy. This was already a declaration of separate existence. But it relied for its learning upon the psychoanalysts from whom it sought to be distinct. This syncretism, paradox or confusion has not been openly admitted or explored.  So, perhaps it can be said, that the institute was born as a child of psychoanalysis. It may be that it was conceived and born extra-murally, or if you push the metaphor, on ‘the other side of the bedcovers’.  A ‘bastard’ child, perhaps, that had questionable formal legitimacy whilst being discreetly acknowledged to exist. (The young institute certainly remained a hidden organization: for a long time, it was not listed in the phone book and could only be found by word of mouth through the right contacts.)

Embedded in these beginnings lie the seeds of confusion about identity and primary task which I now wish to explore. I will attempt to demonstrate that the social anxiety created by this confusion can be seen in the structure, operations and mores of the institute. This confusion is manifest in at least two ways:

1. There has been little or no effective distinction made between the tasks of college/membership (ie learning and professional development) and those of training (ie teaching), and

2. Despite the attempt to form a separate body for psychotherapists, the institute adopted the mores of the psychoanalytic institute as its own, that is, there is a confusion about identity.

This confusion about identity, task and legitimacy has a curious manifestation in the institute’s constitution. The Memorandum of Association (Article 2a2) states, as an object for which the institute is constituted, ‘to encourage the training of psychotherapists and maintain high standards of practice’ (my emphasis). This is the one and only reference to training in the whole constitution!  It does not say ‘to conduct’ a training. This is curious since foundation members of the institute will say that training was uppermost in their minds when, over time, they forged their own training and then constituted the institute.  Despite this, training has been a pre-dominant occupation though not named as a primary task in the constitution.
There is I think another curious manifestation of this confusion and has to do with the new premises.  It is a lovely building and much loved by members who, at last, feel the institute has a home.  But while it houses a library and is perfectly adequate for training and small seminars, it is not big enough to accommodate a meeting of more than half the members.  While the membership was consciously in mind in purchasing the property, its usefulness as a training venue clearly pre-dominates.

Membership and Training

The discourse of membership has a ‘for members’ focus providing for mutual learning and professional development through seminars (some or many of which may be offered externally), case presentations, peer supervision, research, projects, etc.  This is on the professional level.  It may also involve purchase of property & other assets to further the aims & interests of the body and its members.  While externally accountable through its constitution, it is mainly an internally accountable operation.

The discourse of training which involves teaching, coaching, supervision, internship of trainees/students towards an accreditation is a thorough-going educational endeavour which requires its own particular structure, resources and personnel.  It is a public and accountable operation.

In the institute, both these functions are acknowledged by virtue of two separate committees: Membership Advisory Board (MAB) and the Training Advisory Boards (TABs). But their functioning seriously overlaps and boundaries blur. For example, over time the goal posts for membership and associate membership have changed, among other things, according to whether candidates needed to have been trained or not.  This has created confusing messages about how the institute has valued its own training and what is really required for membership.  Further, there are those who say that the training is the life-blood of the institute for, by its virtue, members are groomed. (That is, training is undertaken not so much to equip practitioners as to create members.) But more tellingly, it may be demonstrated historically that the training has been killing the institute.  Training has accounted for most of the institute’s energies and focus and for much of the ‘collateral damage’ which includes loss of members.  The demands placed on the TABs and MAB are particularly onerous, having recently led to vacant roles including on the executive.  

It would appear that, rather like a couple who have babies to avoid addressing the difficulties in their adult relationship, the institute has become over-focussed on training as a mechanism for regulating tensions within the membership.  This has been at the expense of identifying and providing for its members’ professional needs and identifying itself as a legitimate body within the therapeutic and wider community.

It could fairly and squarely be argued that the institute is not in a position to offer a training. It is not sanctioned in the constitution and it lacks the particular accountable structures and procedures that are needed for this endeavour, notwithstanding the devoted hard work that has gone into thinking about training and writing a publicly available curriculum. The frame is not there. There is no principal or staff of the college. The criteria for trainee selection have been recently revamped, but its implementation still suffers inconsistencies (there is no training for the interviewers and it remains unclear whether trainees are selected for studentship or potential membership). Trainees’ experiences reveal varied, changeable and inconsistent treatment over time and the institute has limited resources with which to provide a sound, consistent educational experience. There is no accessible grievance process (this has been confused with the work of the members’ Ethics Committee).

Identity of the institute

The question about how psychotherapy distinguishes itself from other disciplines, particularly psychoanalysis is at best an academic and, in the end, a dubious pursuit, as will be shown below. The question as it bears upon historical allegiance for this institute, however, is significant.

The history of the institute has been quite intensively tied up with psychoanalysis.  Drawing the distinction between psychotherapy and psychoanalysis in terms of training, membership, organisation and ethos has been an extremely prickly process, with overtly oedipal qualities
. It goes to the heart of the institute’s professional identity and how it distinguishes itself from other disciplines, but history and some current practice shows very blurred boundaries.  For example, analysts are acceptable as therapists
 for psychotherapy trainees (but not vice versa), analysts have a relatively ready path to membership of the institute (but not vice versa), and there has not been a clear, organisation-to-organisation relationship with formal channels of communication (though one is now developing). These imbalances have not been openly discussed or their meaning understood in the institute, yet there has been an underlying tension about them.

The polarity between the ‘analysts’ and ‘non-analysts’ referred to above, overtly emerged as analysts began to join the institute.  Tellingly, many of these analysts will say that the institute offered more openness, freedom and friendliness than they could find within SIP.  By1999 however, during the review process, their presence and involvement was referred to as ‘the problem with the analysts’.  Ironically, the overt problem was manifest as threats to the orthodoxy and integrity of ‘psychoanalysis’ and to freedom of thought and expression.  But it had all the hallmarks of a crisis of identity for the institute, because the question ‘what is psychotherapy?’ had to be asked and thought about.  The membership was implicitly being challenged to identify itself as a body of psychotherapists or as one of psychoanalysts.  David Lonie’s dilemma re-visited.  The child of psychoanalysis was now in (adolescent) identity crisis.  To some extent the tension was eased by the analysts stepping back from overt influence in the institute (the analysts have since developed a marked public profile in Sydney with public lectures and seminars with a broad-church perspective). The institute has been left with its questions.

I have wondered whether the creation of the institute is, in fact, a schism from the (potential) ranks of the Sydney Institute of Psychoanalysis, albeit a ‘velvet’ one, that is at least, up until the ‘problem with the analysts’ became overt.

In my view, the institute continues not to have a clearly held view about psychotherapy, its core business.  The training curriculum sidesteps the matter. The debate has yet to happen: in all probability because there is anxiety about the divergence of views it would reveal and, including perhaps, the illusion of its distinction from psychoanalysis.  The prevailing assumption has been that psychotherapy is some lesser form of psychoanalysis, but here the academic considerations get caught up with history and old loyalties (rather like the Australian republic debate).  The impact, I think, is most acutely felt on the TABs, a fault line where the tensions between orthodoxy and emergent thinking about psychotherapies rub alongside those about managing a training.

Both in relation to the confusion about task and identity, the tensions in the institute get to be directed into the area of training, that is, training for membership.  This conclusion accords with what can be found in the literature about psychoanalytic institutes.

IV.
Links with the literature on psychoanalytic institutes

The most striking feature of any reading of the literature on the troubles besetting psychoanalytic (and related) institutes is the problem that arises when psychoanalysis as a method of enquiry becomes psychoanalysis as institutionalised into a ‘movement’ (Kirsner, 2000).  Institutionalised as a ‘movement’, psychoanalysis becomes embodied in dogma and in structures and processes around training.  And there is universal agreement in the literature that the problems with institutes arise around the provision of training, accreditation and membership and around the related matters of orthodoxy and succession (Arlow, 1972;  Eisold, 1994;  Kernberg, 1986, 1993, 1996, 2002;  Kirsner, 2000, unpubA, unpubB;  Knight, 1953;  Lewin & Ross,1960;  McDougall,1997;  Rustin, 1985). Training becomes the avenue for the exercise of power, politics, bureaucracy and destructive narcissism.

There are historical precedents for this conflict which can be traced back to Freud who, while steadfastly wanting to nurture and protect psychoanalysis as a method of enquiry and therapy, himself eschewed connections with universities and places of learning in favour of the ‘splendid isolation’ of retaining himself, along with a chosen (anointed) few, as sole arbiter of what constituted psychoanalysis and what did not. (In 1913, Freud gave his trusted Committee rings to wear!).  Freud became identified with psychoanalysis and psychoanalysis with him.  And herein was the basis of the oft-repeated schisms within the movement: spirit of enquiry and exploration and differentiation versus dogmatism, accreditation (anointment) and identification (with Freud).

Aspects of Psychoanalysis as a movement

The literature is quite diverse and instructive in the analysis of psychoanalysis as a movement.  I briefly summarise below some salient, inter-related points.

1. Institutional Structures

Kernberg (1986) assessed most analytic institutes to be educating as though they were trade colleges or seminaries (transmitting religious beliefs) rather than as art colleges or universities (promoting high-level skill and the methodologies and stimulation for learning).  Others (McDougall, 1997 and Kirsner, 2000) join this assessment.  McDougall (1997), for example, says:

‘I think our greatest perversion is to believe we hold the key to the truth..any analytic school who thinks this way has turned its doctrine into religion’ (p61)

And Kirsner (2000) observes how psychoanalysis as

‘a basically humanistic discipline has conceived and touted itself as a positivist science while organising itself as a religion’.
Kernberg (2004), drawing on the work of Miller and Rice (1967), notes how some conditions of structure and task lead to organisational failure and regression.  Among them, the impossibility of carrying out tasks which are excessive or redundant, discrepancy between primary task and organisational structure and dysfunctional distribution of authority.  Toxic social defences form around such conditions, but more of this below.

2. Self-appointed accreditation (anointment)

Training is rarely conducted within universities or public places of learning, but rather in self-appointed institutes which offer their own training and confer their own accreditation. 

‘Freud organised, promoted and built the psychoanalytic movement by ensuring patriarchal control in not making linkages with universities..(this resulted in)… free-standing institutes operated, regulated and ‘guaranteed’ vertically world-wide through the IPA’.  (Kirsner, 2000, p5).
The problem of self-accreditation rather than community based accreditation is that it has fed, unanalysed, a problematic identification with Freud (and others) which results in a fixation on what is ‘handed down’ rather than upon critical evidence (Kirsner, 2000, unpubA).  Graduates of training programs, therefore, are seen not so much as accredited but ‘anointed’ (Kirsner, 2000), resulting in a profession based on ‘false expertise’ (Bollas & Sundelson, 1995).

3. Myths of ‘standards’ and ‘science’

It follows that there are questions about what psychoanalysis, today, is based on.

Kirsner (2000) reports that there is an ‘absence of science and agreed upon language’, that common terms, such as transference, projection, etc mean different things across the discipline and that, in the end, power cliques determine meaning.  

Kernberg (2002) is even more blunt:

‘what is now called ‘standards of training’ is just a slogan, a big lie.  We have no standards; we only have criteria for training (ie, no statement of standards)’.
4. Efficacy of training analysis

The lack of ‘science’ and demonstrable ‘standards’ has placed an exaggerated emphasis on the role of the training analysis within institutions, ie, as distinct from questions about its therapeutic efficacy.   

McDougall !997), for example, comments:

‘..the experience of personal analysis and case supervision may contribute to the violence accompanying theoretical and clinical differences’.
But even the training analysis as a personal therapeutic experience must thereby suffer.  This is taken up by Kirsner (unpubA):

‘..training analysis is inferior therapeutically to an ordinary analysis since not only does it leave certain identifications unanalysed but embodies them and reinforces illusions’. (p. 6).
5. Confusion of roles for students

Precisely because of the training analysis, a student is forced to reconcile conflicting roles. Lewin & Ross (1960) observe:

‘..the student is the pedagogic unit, or object of teaching, and the therapeutic unit, or object of psychoanalytic procedure’. (p. 46-47).
This confusion of roles embodies the external conflict/confusion: is psychoanalysis an enquiry or a transmission of received wisdom and how might that dissonance be resolved?  Lewin & Ross go on to say that this is more than mere paradox, but at times, a syncretic exercise for the student (ie, being forced to reconcile things that cannot be reconciled).  The student must either conform or be deemed deviant.  (This may also be the experience of members).

This conflict is compounded by the secrecy surrounding psychoanalytic institutes.

6. Secrecy

Because of the ‘splendid isolation’ of psychoanalytic institutes, they are not accountable to the community and operate as a law unto themselves.  Processes are not always transparent.  They have not been noted for their democratic process or places for freedom of expression. Note the plea for openness and transparency in many of the responses to the NSWIPP’s questionnaire to members for the constitutional review.  It was a feature of the history of NSWIP that it remained a ‘hidden’ organisation for many years and only in recent times has had a telephone number listed in the public directory
.  The secrecy has direct historical connection with Freud’s ‘splendid isolation’.

Secrecy operates as a social defence against openness and due, democratic process in both training and organisational matters precisely because the two endeavours have become overlain with each other. Eisold (1994) notes Rustin’s (1985) application of critiques of secret societies to psychoanalytic institutions:

‘the description of the overbounded system is also consistent with the historic myths of psychoanalysis as a beleaguered and socially subversive movement. An organisation that is established in opposition to prevailing social values and that faces relentless hostility from without and defection from within has to develop strong and impermeable boundaries.  It must defend itself at all costs..’. (p. 793).  

Eisold (1994) also notes of psychoanalytic culture:

‘..that (it) tends to devalue the larger world to which it sees itself opposed and superior.  Analysts often view the world of business and government organisations..with wary detachment, if not contempt’. (p. 793).
7. Confusion about the distinction between psychoanalysis and psychotherapy

The institutionalised processes to do with orthodoxy and related matters have led to an arbitrary distinction being made between psychoanalysis and psychoanalytic psychotherapy.  This goes back to Freud’s (1919) comment about distinguishing the ‘pure gold of psychoanalysis from the copper of psychotherapy’.  In fact, Freud’s comment referred to those psychotherapists who made occasional or infrequent use of psychoanalytic technique and not because they were ‘psychotherapists’ per se.

Thus, Kirsner (unpubA) notes:

‘..’psychoanalytic psychotherapy’ (a subclass of psychotherapy) and psychoanalysis might at best be seen as one of degree and not of kind, of frequency and trappings (such as lying or sitting) rather than of method’.
He quotes Arlow (1970):

‘..three or four panels on the program of this Association could not agree on how to distinguish between psychoanalysis and psychotherapy..’.  (p. 8).

Bollas & Sundelson (1995) go further:

‘..while it is undeniable that some institutes offer superior training…it is time for all psychoanalysts..to agree that anyone who is qualified in a psychoanalytic or psychoanalytic psychotherapy training program may practice psychoanalysis..(the differences between them being)..minor compared with their shared differences from all other forms of treatment’.  (p. 166-7).
Leader & Oakley (2001) ask:

‘Aren’t all forms of psychotherapy about freeing ourselves from irrational forms of authority, which are consolidated and established by transference?’  (p. 6).
V.
A note about social defences

Jacques (1955) described a phenomenon common to all social organisations that they develop ‘social defences’ by virtue of their own organisational structures and processes (in much the same way as individuals).  These social defences may tend towards ‘paranoiagenic’ structures based on envy, rivalry and pervasive anxiety or to ‘requisite’ structures based on trust and gratifying relationships.  This hypothesis has found considerable resonance amongst analysts who observe and work with organisations (Menzies Lyth, 1988;  Bain, 1998;  Eisold, 1994)
.  Overbound organisations such as psychoanalytic institutes tend towards paranoid social defences (Kernberg, 2004).
Gold (2004) puts the tensions that lead to social anxieties and defences more colorfully:

‘..the individual is a group animal at war, not simply with the group, but with himself for being a group animal and with those aspects of his personality that constitute his ‘groupishness’.’ (p. 2). 

Arguably, this applies acutely to psychotherapists who practice alone and manage their own affairs, but then come together and have to work together to form and manage a professional association.

Eisold (1994) identifies ‘intolerance of diversity’ as a (paranoid) social defence evident in psychoanalytic institutes.  He identifies three anxieties lying at the heart of these defences: 

‘One has to do with the nature of analytic work: the anxieties analysts encounter in the course of their work that lead them to feel the need to know with certainty what they believe.  A second has to do with the particular nature of the analytic organisation and community: because...analysts work outside and quasi-independently of the organisations to which they belong, yet within strong systems of lineage, their membership of those organisations arouses particular ambiguities and anxieties.  The third area of conflict has to do with what we could call the culture of psychoanalysis: deeply ingrained attitudes and assumptions about the value and meaning of psychoanalysis and its relationship to the world’. (p. 787).
Eisold’s analysis holds a particular cogency and poignancy.  If understood correctly, the intolerance, scapegoating and ‘collateral damage’ evident in this institute, as in many others, are evidence of social (organisational) defences and a diagnostic sign that the underlying anxieties of members, as colleagues and fellow practitioners, are not being addressed.

VI.
Possibilities for change and re-form

These possibilities can best be understood where psychoanalysis as a method and spirit of enquiry can be seen to exist.  Kirsner (unpub B) cites places such as France and Argentina where

‘Psychoanalysis in these countries has some kind of ‘buzz’ culturally since it is not excluded from university teaching, especially in psychology’. (p. 14). 

and

‘examples of countries where psychoanalysis has entered the cultural arena are ones where psychoanalytic debate can flourish and is encouraged rather than discouraged.  Analysts from many persuasions take part in the debates and discussions’. (p. 15).
Kirsner (unpub A) and Kernberg (2002, 2004) are both very clear and challenging about what needs to be done to reform and re-enliven psychoanalytic organisations. They would see psychoanalysis as a method of enquiry given sway over institutionalised psychoanalysis, have personal analysis entirely separated from training (in line with promoting a culture of openness and enquiry), supervision given primacy in training and replace the self-appointed practice of accreditation (anointment) of practitioners with a more publicly accountable and transparent education.  As Obholzer (2004), observes:

‘..you can’t have clinical work and training outside of contact with broader society..’.
Eisold (1994) argues for the development of an organisational consciousness:

‘I believe that the only way (problems) can be addressed adequately in the long run is by our analytic institutions themselves taking up a self-reflective, analytic stance towards their own internal conflicts and defensive manoeuvres’.  (p. 797).
Bain (1998) has tried to describe the conditions under which an organisation may learn about itself and address its anxieties in order that it might be able to change itself and be more adaptable in its relationship to the world.  Among the conditions for such learning to occur, he noted the need to 

‘..consciously construct space for common reflection..’  (p. 10);

the need to have the clear sanction of the CEO to create such a space and that

‘..the learning space was not filled up by the CEO or equivalent..’ (p. 11)

and that the organisation has an internal capacity to continue to create such a space. This capacity equates with negative capability (which conflicts with paranoid tendencies towards ‘certainty’).  In other words, the need for real change has to be felt in the membership, sanctioned by the executive.

VII.
Conclusion

What could the institute usefully learn from the above?  Before getting too despairing about the implications of this evidence, it is salutary to note that some of the institutes Kirsner (2000) reviews have made some structural changes.  These changes have had to do with the way training is structured and conducted by those institutes.  And the possible models for such change a numerous.  Some institutes have separate entities for training and membership: GAS and IGA, for example.  Others offer training, but have no membership as such: Institute of Counselling in Sydney. Others actually, such as in Brisbane, have links with university faculties or colleges which handle education in psychoanalytic studies (leading to qualification) leaving the elements of internship and membership to be handled separately. Such changes go some way towards separating membership functions from training.  But the big change, which in the end may require an all-of-domain change, that is, by all analytically oriented institutes, is a re-thinking of the requirement of a concurrent training analysis/therapy. 

There are other structural changes this institute could do well to think about.  One could be forming a closer working relationship with the Sydney Institute of Psychoanalysis in the provision of seminars, courses and teaching.  An institute of psychoanalytic studies could emerge from such collaboration.  Another similar working link could be made with other analytically oriented groups.  I’m thinking of the recently formed Family Therapy Institute of Australia, of POPIG (an APS interest group), and of group relations bodies.  Again the possibility exists in Sydney for a container for analytically oriented learning with links to an institute of tertiary study to emerge.  Yet another is to think about an institute governed by a peer mentality and democratic process rather than paternalising notions of secrecy disguised as ‘confidentiality’.

I finish by saying that there are some encouraging signs, along with all the despairing ones.  I was able to present an early version of this paper to the membership in 2002 as reflections on the training.  Another member also presented her reflections.  A process to review the constitution and structure of the institute has begun. At the recent AGM (2005), it was clear that, in responding to some pressures, the institute had begun moves to establish a low-fee paying clinic and had established a link with a university health clinic (to attract some referrals for trainees and others).  It had also conducted some preliminary discussions with another university with the idea of training becoming a venture conducted within an educational institution. And a members’ conference (a retreat) was being planned for later in the year (2005).  Such things could not have occurred even a short while ago, and, while small in the canvass of reforms that are needed, they indicate that a new consciousness about the way the institute conducts itself and its relationship with the world might be emerging. The essence of real reform needs to occur on the basis of clarifying tasks, boundaries, authority and role both for the institute as a whole and for its internal operations.
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Antony Gleeson is a psychotherapist and consultant psychologist in private practice in Sydney.  He trained with NSW Institute of Psychotherapy (as it was then known) from 1990 to 1994 and became a member in 1995.  He currently works analytically with individuals, couples and families and consults to groups and organisations.  He is interested in the boundary between the individual (mind) and the group (mind).
� This paper was prepared for presentation at the PPAA Conference, Perth, June 2005, which had the theme: “Borders and boundaries in psychotherapy”.


� There is another body of thought most recently espoused by Abramovitch (2005) which emphasises the formative role of sibling rivalry, alongside oedipal rivalry, in psycho-emotional development.  I think this is an avenue worth pursuing in this context.


� Supervisors must now be members of the institute.


� The history of the implementation of the Eitingon model of training which includes the training analysis is an interesting read:  Schröter, 2002.





� The institute was formally listed in the public telephone book in about 1985, but I can remember being unable to find the listing in 1987/88.


� Isobel Menzies Lyth’ (1988) study of the nursing hierarchy has some compelling and cogent overtones for those involved with training in analytic institutes as it examined the problems arising in a profession by virtue of the profession’s relationship with its students.
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